for Mr. Beckman to catch up with them.  Mr. Paugh also con-
ceded that he would expect to do other work while his bolter
or fan were down, and did not consider it wrong to be assigned
other work.  He also conceded that in those instances when the
ventilation curtains and fan were down, thereby reducing the
available air over the bolting machine, Mr. Johnson agreed
that he did not have to remain in the affected areas and would
assign him other work to do until such time as the air was
restored.  Rib and roof bolters Prinkey and Wolfe testified
that Mr. Johnson never instructed the bolting crew to continue
bolting without air.

After careful consideration of all of the credible testi-
mony and evidence presented in this case on the issue of the
curtailment of Mr. Paugh's lunch hours as a means of harass-
ment, I cannot conclude that this was in fact the case.  I
cannot conclude that Mr. Paugh was singled out by Mr. Johnson
for extra work assignments or "special treatment" as a means
of punishment or harassment for his safety complaints.  I
conclude and find that Mr. Johnson's work.assignments with
respect to Mr. Paugh constituted a reasonable exercise of
Mr. Johnson's supervisory authority and discretion to assign
other work while Mr. Paugh's bolting machine was idle, and
that these work assignments were not discriminatory or made
to punish or harass Mr. Paugh for any safety complaints.

In his initial complaint, Mr. Paugh alleged that his
discharge resulted from a "conflict of interest" and "con-
flicts" with Mr. Johnson, and that certain unidentified "other
persons," acting in concert with Mr. Johnson, retaliated
against him because of his safety concerns and his insistence
on following safety regulations.

There is no evidence in this case that Mr. Johnson was
involved in the management decision to discharge Mr. Paugh,
or that he had any input into that decision.  Although
Mr. Johnson suspended Mr. Paugh, he did so at the direction
of Mr.'Polce pending an investigation of Mr. Paugh's encounter
with Mr. Beckman.  In addition, the evidence establishes that
Mr. Paugh had no connection with management's prior discipli-
nary action and suspension of Mr. Johnson for a safety viola-
tion, and there is no basis for concluding that Mr. Johnson
harbored any ill will toward Mr. Paugh because of his
suspension.

Two members of the management team that made the collec-
tive decision to discharge Mr. Paugh (Pritt and Tenney), did
not testify in this case, and there is no evidence that they
harbored any resentment or hostility toward Mr. Paugh.

877y,   who worked on Mr.   Paugh's  bolt-
